βλέπτε τοὺς κύνας, Beware of the dogs;
βλέπτε τοὺς κακοὺς ὲργάτας, Beware of the evil workers;
βλέπτε τὴν κατατομήν.
Beware of the mutilation.
ἡμεις γάρ ἐσμεν ἡ περιτομή For we are the circumcision….
Christians I know would not call Jews dogs. Historically, however, that has not been the case, and it is not the case everywhere today. 1 As a Jewish person engaged in Pauline studies, I have discovered that it is certainly not the case for commentaries on Philippians, wherein Jews are repeatedly called "Dogs."
Without denouncing his language as mistaken or inappropriate, Pauline interpreters perpetuate the notion that Paul's unspecified reference to "dogs"-along with "evil workers" and "the mutilation"-must be aimed at Jews and the values of Judaism. 2 Many interpreters would qualify that these apply specifically to Jews who promote their faith to Christ-believing non-Jews (i.e., "Christians"), and even more specifically, that they refer to Christian Jews who do so. The later are commonly labeled "Judaizers," because they are imagined to be promoting proselyte conversion. The implicit negative valence of this common labeling technique apparently does not need to be explained to readers, since promoting Jewish values among Christians has been Page 2 of 2 valued negatively in Christian tradition in the strongest terms. 3 Indeed, the perception that Paul is attacking the promotion of conversion into Judaism as entirely unthinkable is so common that it is reflected in the NRSV translation of the third clause: "beware of those who mutilate the flesh!"-even though the Greek does not refer to mutilators, but to "mutilation." The HarperCollins Study Bible refers the reader to a note "p" that admits the Greek is literally "the mutilation," but in the explanatory footnote, it nevertheless informs the reader that, "Those who mutilate the flesh is a harsh rejection of literal circumcision of Christians." 4 In other words, interpreters subscribe to the notion that it is the continued positive valuation of the covenantal norms of Judaism-upholding identity in Jewish terms as an expression of faith, whether Christ-believers, or not 5that provides the foundation for Paul's polemical language. 6 This understanding of Paul is an essential element of the traditional "Pauline" worldview, i.e., of Paulinism, as normally defined.
This study does not share that point of view on Paul, but that larger issue is not the topic to be addressed here. Under investigation is the interpretive tradition's claim that because Jews commonly referred to Gentiles contemptuously as dogs, therefore Paul is simply reversing the invective. Even when other bases for Paul's language are provided, the nature of his rhetoric as retaliatory is apparently supposed to provide sufficient legitimation to persist in this caricature of the Jewish "other" without reservation, hermeneutical distance, or censure being expressed. 7 It will be shown that although this conclusion is doggedly repeated from interpreter to interpreter, it is not confirmed by the texts upon which this supposed reversal would have to be based-a tale which can be traced back at least to Chrysostom (discussed below) . For in order for
Paul to be reversing this epithet toward Jews, there would have to be evidence that Jews had called Gentiles dogs prior to Paul's text. Yet there is no evidence predating Paul that Yahud Kelabna"). 14 For those interested to learn more, the unsavory Christian legacy of calling Jews dogs, and the harmful treatment this legitimated, is traced in Kenneth Stow's 2006 Stanford University Press monograph, Jewish Dogs: An Image and Its Interpreters:
Continuity in the Catholic-Jewish Encounter. Stow does not himself challenge the prevailing interpretation of Paul's language, or discuss the modern commentary tradition and its claim of reversal, but instead draws on Paul and Matthew as if they have been properly interpreted to refer to Jews as dogs. It appears that nothing in his research gave him cause to question the accuracy of the interpretation of the texts or traditions upon which this legacy depends.
Anyone who understands how prejudice and racism is perpetuated, how it is communicated in the slightest gesture or turn of phrase uttered to a child, or even whispered in their presence, will immediately understand how important it is challenge this interpretive tradition, which otherwise will continue to inform the development of Bible study and Church materials produced for every level of readership.
There is thus, in addition to the concern for historical and rhetorical accuracy in the task of interpretation that one should always expect the exegete to exhibit, ideological-critical warrant for investigating whether Paul had in view Jews or some expressions of Judaism with the epithet "dogs," and likewise, with the other negative monikers he enlists. Although these other epithets are significant and the subject of my research as well, space does not permit significant discussion of them, or the broader context of Paul's language in the rest of the chapter, including the relevant polemical language in vv. 18-20. My focus here is on the fact that Paul was not engaged in reversing toward Jews an invective supposedly common for Jews to express toward non-Jews, analogizing them to dogs; moreover, it is not probable that Paul has in view Jews in his warning about dogs. This is an epithet that most likely indicated to Paul's audience in Philippi some kind of "pagan" entity or threat.
"Dogs" in General Polemic "Dog" or "dogs" and associated epithets and descriptions of dog-like behavior are so universal in metaphors and polemic that the usage in any given case is itself unremarkable, and unlikely to provide specific information about the referent. Appeal to "dogs" and dog-like behavior is employed to make polemic graphic, usually in negative strokes, although sometimes it is used positively too.
In one direction, dogs are portrayed in positive terms, as watch-dogs, shepherddogs, hunting hounds, companions. 15 They have keen senses, tenacity, and legendary loyalty. This characterization can also be used metaphorically for people who function as guardians. Dogs are natural hunters, and can be trained to assist in the hunt, so metaphorically, writes Philo, the "lover of instruction tracks out the sweet breeze which is given forth by justice." 16 Ostensibly negative traits can be turned to positive ends, such as the aspect of scavenging endlessly, which was appreciated in ancient cities as providing street-cleaning services. This feature was apparently also utilized in certain sacrificial rites, in which impurities were soaked up by a dog, which was then removed from the space, carrying away the transferred impurities. 17 At the same time, this characteristic has a negative side, for example, when a corpse is eaten by dogs, instead of properly buried. 18
Sometimes quintessential positive traits are inverted in polemic. One's loyalty can be degraded as dog-like, meaning, e.g., cute, but without proper thought, failing to realize it is inappropriate in this case. When someone says "he is like a dog with a bone," In a very real sense, calling someone or group a dog or dogs or referring to doglike behavior is simply name-calling. It does not make clear precisely who is in view in other definable terms, but functions as a word of reproach, commonly understood without being spelled out. In our case, we may make too much of a general put down when we seek for specificity; nevertheless, although not the topic of this study, it is a task that should be undertaken by the interpreter of Philippians. "Dogs" in Jewish Literature Prior to and After Paul
To make the argument that Paul is referring to Jews or Judaism or so-called "Judaizers" in 3:2, most commentators appeal to the example of Jesus and the Canaanite woman of Matthew 15:21-28; Mark 7:24-30 (Syro-Phoenician), in addition to texts from the Tanakh.
One of my first surprises when beginning to research Philippians 3:2, was failing to find-before it was attributed to Jesus-the term "dogs" used in any Jewish texts to denounce non-Jews as non-Jews per se, that is, to equate Gentileness with doggishness.
As you will see, upon examination, I was further surprised to find that it may not be the case with Jesus either, but if it is, he (or the Gospel writer) is apparently the inventor of this rhetorical trope against Gentiles. to find yet another tale.
How likely is it that Paul was involved in reversing invective, if the supposed initial invective against Gentiles is without any literary witness? A review of the sources is in order.
Dogs in the Tanakh
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In the case of the Tanakh, the term "dogs" is employed occasionally as a general put down for rivals of various sorts, for sinners and fools, including fellow Jewish (or better:
Israelite) ones (e.g., Deut. 23:19; Judg. 7:5; 1 Sam. 17:43; 2 Sam. 3:8; 9:8; 16:9; 2 Kgs. 8:13; Ps. 22:16 [LXX 21:16] ; 59:6, 14; Prov. 26:11; also Sir. 13:18) . In the case of Israelite "dogs," it refers to "other" Israelites, those who do not behave like Israelites should, usually political rivals.
There are actually only a few references to dogs that are typically construed to refer to Gentiles from the lists in Strack-Billerbeck, TDNT, or in commentaries.
In 1 Samuel 17:43, a Philistine Goliath snarls ironically, "Am I a dog?" He does so because he is insulted by the appearance of a mere boy sent to battle him, armed only with a stick. It is not his own non-Israeliteness that provokes this ironic bark. The appearance of a mere shepherd boy represents to him an insult to his power as an imposing soldier, against whom one would expect the appearance of the most threatening soldier that Israel could put forth. He is further dishonored by the advancing of this mere youth, David, with but a shepherd's staff (hence, the metaphorical trope of sticks and dogs), not an arsenal to rival his own. This is not a reference to Gentiles as dogs. Note that in a slightly later incident, David asks Saul if Saul is chasing "a dead dog," referring to himself (1 Sam. 24:15), and further, whether he is after "a single flea". Such language is playfully derogatory, but not associated with gentileness; this case is quite the opposite! In the same vein, the Gentile Hazael of Aram refers to himself as Elisha's "servant," and thus "a mere dog, that he should do this great thing," in response to hearing Elisha's prophecy that he will become the king of Aram, which will lead to horrible destruction for Israelites (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) . The point is not that he is a Gentile, but It is interesting to note that in the rabbinic tradition's Midrash on Psalms (Tehillim), Psalm 22:17 (in comment 26 on Ps. 22), 26 this language is interpreted to refer to the story of Esther and the persecution under Haman and his sons. In the following comment on the verse about the hands and feet being made repulsive, they are understood to be guilty of sorcery upon the psalmist, who is Esther. Although appeal to this midrash in any direction is of course not relevant to the background of Paul's usage, since it post-dates him by centuries, it is nevertheless to be observed that the rabbis did not indulge the opportunity to call Gentiles dogs, as commonly supposed. It should also not go without mention that this psalm concludes with a positive expectation that there will be those who seek the Lord from all the nations who will enjoy the Lord's rule. This positive outcome is also reflected later in the Midrash on in TDNT), a search of an electronic reference library turned up very few references to dogs, and none that could be construed as support. 28 There are no references to Gentiles per se as dogs in Philo, or in Josephus. 29 No literary evidence predating Philippians sustains the charge that Paul was engaged in a reversal of invective. Her reply accepts that she does not have equal status, but appeals for treatment as a welcome guest. Jesus' challenge appears to be based on a zero-sum game, that is, if the food is fed to the dogs, there will not be enough to feed the children (and likely, with echoes of giving set-apart [priestly] food to those who are not priests; cf. Matt. 7:6).
---Dogs in Rabbinic Literature
If we stay within the shepherd metaphor-since diminutive κυνάρια is used, implying pet dogs rather than wild, threatening dogs-then perhaps the idea of the family's shepherd dogs is involved. 55 They are fed, but not the food intended for the family. Her rejoinder evokes the generous feeling the family would have nevertheless toward their dogs in the event that they hung around the table and scavenged some scraps. Might this imply that the woman counts herself (or Jesus, or the Gospel writer see her) in some way to be within the orbit of Israel's (and thus Judah's) self-concern? The message
Matthew seeks to communicate may be that the nations who turn to Israel's God are to recognize that they do so as those who are under the reign of Israel's king (or is it more salient that it is Judah's king?) as ruler of the world. Perhaps she is alluding to the Israelite concept of leaving a portion of the field available for the alien (Lev. 19:9-10;
Deut 24:19-22; Ruth 2). This non-Israelite woman could serve as a type: she is represented as specifically interrupting Jesus' ministry to the lost from among the Northern tribes, being one who lived in the area that should instead belong to these Israelites, nevertheless seeking mercy from one whom she recognized as the awaited king from the house of David, who should be expected to be concerned for others within Israel's social world.
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By way of this metaphor the Canaanite woman accepts either the lower standing of being one of the "lost" children of the Northern tribes of Israel, albeit one without a provable claim to that identity, or perhaps even lower standing, that she is not of the house of Israel at all. Rather, she is a despised Canaanite to whom Jesus has not in any way sought to come, one who wrongfully lives in the land that is not rightfully hers, and thus depletes the resources that should belong to Israelites. 56 Is it of significance in this direction that Matthew has apparently changed her ethnicity to Canaanite from Syro-Phoenician in Mark's account, thus emphasizing that the conflict is Israelcentered? Might she be appealing to a Judean manifest destiny in order to challenge Northern Israelite aspirations that confront her where she lives? Canaanites are in the land that Israel claims for herself (here as represented by the Jesus-believing author of the Gospel), perhaps in the context of a rivalry within the land of Northern Israel over who has the right to the blessings of the awaited Davidic king's rule. 57 In a different direction, might her reply be an appeal to be regarded as a ger or "stranger within the gates," thereby entitled to the blessings of being a part of the family of Israel in a kind of guest status?
What I hope to have demonstrated is that it is not clear that Gentiles per se are analogized with dogs in this metaphor. She is a Canaanite, a perhaps affectionately appreciated, or alternatively, especially despised neighbor who looks to a future Davidic dynasty, and also one who is a woman. 58 The context of this language appears to be political and specific. 59 If I am judged nevertheless to be mistaken, and this text is determined to be a case in which the epithet dogs is used by a Jew (Jesus) to negatively value a non-Jew, and by extension, non-Jews in general, then should it not also be recognized that it is the first attested case, likely post-dates Paul's letter, and expresses the viewpoint of a specific Jewish group, the early Christ-believers? 61 And should not there follow a fair play observation that it is not on just any Jewish lips, but from Jesus alone (by way of the Gospel writers) that "dogs" is used in this derogatory manner toward this non-Jew, or perhaps better, non-Israelite, or potential descendant of the so-called lost Northern tribes? 62
Alternative Interpretations for Paul's Epithet "Dogs"
Efforts to offer alternatives for Paul's reference to dogs have not been made to date, since interpreters have universally understood Paul to have been engaged in a reversal of specifically Jewish rhetoric, combined with prevailing idea that Paul denounced the value of Jewish identity and behavior in the verses that follow. 63 The extent of this tendency is witnessed by the fact that the Hellenistic Commentary to the New Testament does not list any suggestions for salient primary texts to consult for parallels to the language or message of 3:2, that is, for "dogs," "evil workers," or "the mutilation," or for the various referents that arise in vv. 18-19 either. 64 carved into the hills overlooking Philippi. 65 Hekate, a goddess involved in conducting the dead to Hades, in helping or alternately hindering successful child-bearing and rearing, and often invoked in the practice of magic-an "evil worker" par excellencewas often pictured not only accompanied by dogs, but she (or one of her three heads, or feet) was sometimes portrayed as a dog, and dog-meat was an important ingredient in the "Suppers" offered to her. The cult of Cybele was notorious for its orgiastic rituals and the mutilation of its initiates, who castrated themselves, behaving shamefully, like dogs, from Paul's cultural point of view, so that not only would reference to "evil workers" be salient, but especially so would be his negative reference to "the mutilation."
In a different direction, philosophical groups often call each other dogs. Most importantly, the Cynics were philosophers who were literally called "Dogs [κύων; ὁ Κυνικός]," and who aspired to the highest level of doggishness as a matter of honor! 66
The connection was made explicit by Philo:
For instance, the name of dog is beyond all question a homonymy, inasmuch as it comprehends many dissimilar things which are signified by that appellation. For there is a terrestrial barking animal called a dog; there is also a marine monster with the same name: there is also the star in heaven, which the poets calls the autumnal star, because it rises at the beginning of autumn, for the sake of ripening the fruits and bringing them to 1:14, 20) , and certainly exemplifies that style in his argument in chapter 3. Was Paul perhaps imitating the Cynics and their ideals in the harsh, abusive, and even crass street-language (note the use of "crap" in v. 8), when seeking to express prophetic critique of the cultural alternatives, and pressure to conform therewith? Paul's emphasis on endurance, including appeal to the athletic imagery of training to succeed in order to make the case (vv. [12] [13] [14] [15] [16] , parallels the common Cynic emphasis on discipline or practice in training (ἄσκησις), which was often made in metaphorical athletic terms, encouraging persistence in the face of constant resistance and discouragement. 70 Likewise, Paul's emphasis on self-denial in order to succeed (vv. 7-21; 4:5-13) , is similar to the concerns of the Cynics to gain self-mastery, the exercise of which will fly in the face of conventional measures of success. 71 And note that Paul's claim that "our citizenship is in heaven" rather than in this world ( general derogatory way: it need not denote a specific group per se, but the out-group, in order to make the point that the author's own group's identity and behavior are different and superior. 72 It should also be noted that Paul's language choices for name-calling here may be shaped more by intertextuality than has been realized. 73 In the Tanakh, references to dogs as well as to mutilation and to evil workers as prophets, all arise in 1 Kings 18-22:40, in the story of Elijah and the rival prophets who advised Ahab to follow Baal. In Kings, evil working false prophets (18:19-19:1) mutilate themselves (18:28: κατετέμνοντο: a verbal form of the word Paul uses in Philippians 3:2 to refer to the "mutilation"), in order to evoke God's action-i.e., they put confidence in the flesh-but to no effect. Moreover, the house of Ahab and Jezebel were condemned to be devoured by dogs (21:22-29; cf. 2 Kgs. 9:33-37; 10:11, 17) . The parallels are tantalizing. Acts 16:12-40, especially vv. 16-21, should also be probed for relevance to the situation in Philippi. This text purports to describe Paul's experiences in Philippi. Luke depicts a fortune-telling slave woman with a spirit of python (πύθωνα: divination, "belly-talking," speaking in a strange voice), a ventriloquist in the sense of having a demon in the stomach which speaks through the subject's mouth, following Paul, crying out, "These men are servants of the Most High God, who proclaim to you the way of salvation." After several days of this, Paul was annoyed and exorcised the demon, provoking local opposition to his influence, for she had represented a profitable enterprise. In view of these intertextual clues, a possible rivalry with prophets and competing truth claims could be profitably examined for the context of the rhetoric of Philippians.
Whatever the particular referent(s), Paul's language is probably intended to evoke a general negative stereotyping of options outside of Judaism, and outside of his Christ-believing coalition within Judaism in particular. In other words, Paul is expressing opposition to "pagan" alternatives and any associations that might be drawn by his audience or others seeking to understand them, or to be pursued by his addressees in their effort to not only understand who they are in the world, but to whom they should look as models and for instruction going forward. Paul will have none of that. They are to look to Judaism in general: "we are the circumcision"-as well as to Paul, and to Jesus Christ, to whom Paul himself looks, and, in his view, to whom all those who are set apart to God should look.
Note that Paul does not write what commentators universally read, that is, he does not write that "we are the true circumcision, "the circumcision of the heart," "the spiritual circumcision," or some such thing. By writing "we are the circumcision," he emphasizes the contrast between circumcision identity and identity associated with other kinds of cuts in the flesh. The pun on the similarity of sounds for the Greek endings of mutilation…circumcision (tomên… tomê), along with the shared lexical element of being cut (τομή), are used to punctuate the fact that in spite of these common elements, which make for a dramatic turn of phrase, the two identities these words signify are anything but the same! Jewish identity and behavior are upheld as positive referents in v. 3: being the circumcision means being those who are "worshiping God in spirit, boasting in Christ Jesus, and not trusting in the flesh." That identity and lifestyle is contrasted to the negative "pagan" referents of v. 2, stereotyped as dogs, evil-workers, and the mutilation. 74 These two ways of being in the world are as different as day and night, (males) being cut around (περι-τομή) to be set apart to the God of Israel, as commanded in Scripture, versus being cut into (κατα-τομή) in order to invoke the gods, as supposed to be effective by the rest of the nations. The contrast is with the Page 26 of 26 uncircumcised, the "pagan" world of the addressees, about which Paul is expressing a specifically Jewish-i.e., circumcision-oriented-point of view. Rather than warning his audience to beware of Jews or the values of Judaism, the opposite is the case: Paul is warning his audience to eschew the "pagan" options to which they might be expected to be drawn, or from which they are encountering opposition. 75 He seeks to enculturate his audience into Judaism, but of a particular subgroup, one that believes the end of the ages has dawned in Jesus Christ. Even if many if not most of them are not themselves circumcised, being non-Jews, they are to understand themselves to be no longer members of the larger "pagan" world of their natural birth-"for we are the circumcision." The values of circumcised, Jewish identity are not portrayed as carnal, but quite the opposite, they are defined in terms of the ideals at the heart of Christ-faith, and must not be compromised by turning them into the seeking of rank as measured in Greco-Roman "pagan" cultural terms. 76 
Conclusion
Interpreters On the one hand, it is notable that commentators to date who claim this is a reversal, fail to observe that even so, that would not thereby make repeating this kind of I trust that this study will serve as a reminder to all of us that we need to evaluate not only our interested points of view, especially when repeating a familiar refrain, but-"like a dog with a bone"-that we must persistently check our sources too.
You might say, we should seek as far as possible to avoid allowing our ideological tales to wag our exegetical dogs.
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hunting can by exerting their faculty of smell, find out the lurking places of their game at a great distance, being by nature rendered wonderfully acute as to the outward sense of smell; so in the same manner the lover of instruction tracks out the sweet breeze which is given forth by 11, 17) . 18 1 Kgs. 14: [10] [11] 16:4; 21:19, 24; 22:38; ; Jer. 15:3; cf. Michel, TDNT 3.1101 n.
2.
19 They wish for the tenacious one "to let sleeping dogs lie," to add another metaphorical example here, metaphor upon metaphor, with both positive and negative implications mixed, to exemplify just how common this particular language group is employed, and can be mined to communicate even complicated interactions and multiple perspectives. 20 In Prov 26:11, a dog returning to eat its own vomit is used metaphorically for "a fool who repeats his folly." Vetus Testamentum 10.4 (1960) , pp. 410-27, in addition to recognizing the possibility of referring to temple prostitution, discusses the possibility that this was a positive reference among Israel's neighbors to priests who served the gods like faithful watchdogs in the temple, and thus were called "the dogs of god" (pp. 423-26). 23 Ramsay MacMullen, Roman Social Relations, 50 B.C. to A.D. 284 (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1974) , pp. 2, 26-27. 24 Philo, Moses 1.130-31: "The remaining punishments are three in number, and they were inflicted by God himself without any agency or ministration of man, each of which I will now
Page 37 of 37 proceed to relate as well I can. The first is that which was inflicted by means of that animal which is the boldest in all nature, namely, the dog-fly (kynomuia) which those person who invent names have named with great propriety (for they were wise men); combining the name of the appellation of the most impudent of all animals, a fly and a dog, the one being the boldest of all terrestrial, and the other the boldest of all flying, animals. For they approach and run up fearlessly, and if any one drives them away, they still resist and renew their attack, so as never to yield until they are sated with blood and flesh. And so the dog-fly, having derived boldness from both these animals, is a biting and treacherous creature; for it shoots in from a distance with a whizzing sound like an arrow; and when it has reached its mark it sticks very closely with great force" (transl. Yonge; emphasis added). 25 Similarly, José M. Galán, "What is He, The Dog," Ugarit-Forschungen 25 (1993) 
